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Disposition of Claims 

4) K Claim(s) 1-37 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 13-37 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claimfs) 1-12 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1 ) El Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Pa P er No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 > □ Notice of '"formal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20061019 



Application/Control Number: 10/645,127 Page 2 

Art Unit: 3621 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see pages 8 and 9, filed 08/1 7/2006, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of the claim(s) under 35 USC 102 and 103 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, 
a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of US Publication No. 2005/0071278 to Simelius. 

2. Claims 1-12 have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be. entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in ( 1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-3, 7 -10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Publication No. 2005/0071278 to Simelius. 

Referring to claim 1, Simelius discloses execution of a first application (i.e. first digital 
content) on a master device (i.e. parent client) by allocating a master license (i.e. parent voucher) 
and at least one shareable license (i.e. child vouchers) to the master device (see paragraph [0027] 
- the parent client act as a holder of the parent voucher as well as a child client using one or 
more of the child vouchers), and enabling execution of a second application (i.e. second digital 
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content) on a shareable device (i.e. client) by executing the first application on the master device 
(paragraph [0014] - enable the parent client to access the first digital content from the content 
provider and [0035] - the first child client accesses the second digital content using the voucher) 
and by allocating the shareable license to the shareable device (see paragraph [0012] - parent 
client communicates one ore more first child vouchers to one or more child clients). 

Referring to claim 2, Simelius discloses allocating a plurality of shareable licensees 
including the shareable license to the master device (see paragraph [0027] - the parent client act 
as a holder of the parent voucher as well as a child client using one or more of the child 
vouchers). 

Referring to claim 3, Simelius discloses allocating the plurality of shareable licenses to a 
corresponding plurality of shareable device (see paragraph [0012] - parent client communicates 
one ore more first child vouchers to one or more child clients). 

Referring to claim 7, Simelius discloses discovering the existence of the master device 
and the first application by the shareable device and receiving the second application by the 
shareable device (see claim 1 above). 

Referring to claim 8, Simelius discloses enabling execution of an application (i.e. digital 
content) on a master device (i.e. parent client) by allocating a master license (i.e. parent voucher) 
and at least one shareable license (i.e. child vouchers) to the master device (see paragraph [0027] 
- the parent client act as a holder of the parent voucher as well as a child client using one or 
more of the child vouchers), and enabling execution of the application (i.e. digital content) on a 
sharable device for a selected time period by allocating the shareable license to the shareable 
device (see paragraph [0121]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/645,127 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3621 

Referring to claim 9, Simelius disclose storing a master license code (i.e. content key) 
associated with master license in the master device (see paragraph [0125] & claim 21) and 
storing a shareable license code (i.e. content key) associated with the shareable license in the 
shareable device (see paragraph [0028] & claim 21) . 

Referring to claim 10, Simelius discloses augmenting the application to include an 
application code (i.e. content key) to check against a master license code stored in the master 
device (see paragraph [0014]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simelius 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Publication No. 2002/0138441 to Lopatic. 

Referring to claim 4, Simelius discloses the master device and first application (see claim 
1 above). Simelius does not expressly disclose receiving a query at the master device to 
determine current execution of the first application. Lopatic discloses receiving a query at the 
master device to determine current execution of the first application (see paragraph [0018] - the 
execution of each individualized software product is monitored and paragraph [0167] - the 
license server receives a request including identification information to run the software product 
and searches for a license matching the identification information). At the time the invention 
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was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
method disclose by Simelius to include the step of receiving a query at the master device to 
determine current execution of the first application. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to do this because it controls the transfer of licenses (see Lopatic paragraph 
[0018]). 

Referring to claim 6, Simelius discloses execution of the second application on the 
shareable device. Simelius does not expressly disclose terminating the execution of the second 
application on the shareable device after failing to receive a response verifying current execution 
of the first application on the master device. Lopatic discloses terminating the execution of the 
second application on the shareable device after failing to receive a response verifying current 
execution of the first application on the master device (see paragraph [0032] - Lopatic teaches 
continuing an execution of the individual download copy if a permission to run is obtained and 
aborting the execution otherwise). At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose by Simelius to 
include the step of terminating the execution of the second application on the shareable device 
after failing to receive a response verifying current execution of the first application on the 
master device. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it 
protects the rights of the software supplier and control the transfer of licenses (see paragraphs 
[0017] &[0018] of Lopatic). 
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7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simelius as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US Publication No. 2005/0102240 to Misra et al. 

Simelius discloses a shareable device and a first application (see claim 1 above). 
Simelius does not expressly disclose receiving a response at the shareable device to verify the 
current execution of the first application. Misra et al. discloses receiving a response (i.e. the 
challenge) at the sharable device to verify the current execution of the first application (see 
paragraph [0108] -the client requests a license; in response, the license server initiates a client 
challenge to determine who the client is). At the time the invention was made, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method disclose to include the 
step of receiving a response at the shareable device to verify the current execution of the first 
application. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it 
determines who the client is and what platform it is running (see paragraph [0108] of Misra et 
al.). 

8. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simelius as 
applied to claim 8 above, and further in view of US Publication No. 2004/0039916 to Aldis et al. 

Simelius discloses shareable device and master device (see claim 8 above). Simelius 
does not expressly disclose receiving an option to upgrade the shareable device to operate as a 
second master device. Aldis et al. disclose receiving an option to upgrade the shareable device to 
operate as a second master device (see paragraph [0147] - Aldis et al. system allows client's to 
updaite their licenses for server-type products; since, this option is available can is suggested that 
a option to upgrade may be received). At the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Simelius reference to include the step of 
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receiving an option to upgrade the shareable device to operate as a second master device. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this because it provides more flexibility 
to the clients. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Simelius as 
applied to claim 8 above, and further in view of Lopatic. 

Referring to claim 12, Simelius discloses execution of an application on the shareable 
device (see claim 8 above). Simelius does not expressly disclose terminating the execution of the 
application on the shareable device by revoking the sharable license. Lopatic discloses 
terminating the execution of the application on the shareable device by revoking the sharable 
license (see paragraph [0032] - Lopatic teaches continuing an execution of the individual 
download copy if a permission to run is obtained and aborting the execution otherwise and claim 
6 -the license has an expiration date that indicates a date on which the software license will 
expire) modify the method disclose by Simelius to include the step of terminating the execution 
of the second application on the shareable device after failing to receive a response verifying 
current execution of the first application on the master device. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do this because it protects the rights of the software supplier and 
control the transfer of licenses (see paragraphs [0017] &[0018] of Lopatic). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jalatee Worjloh whose telephone number is (571) 272-6714. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Thursdays 8:30 - 7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Fischer can be reached on (571) 272-6779. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300 for Regular/After 
Final Actions and 571-273-6714 for Non-Official/Draft. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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